Limited-Sight Site Walk 2020

+ Accepting “Fantasy Images” vs. “lllustrations”

Submitted to the Durham Planning Board, February 3, 2022
Adapted from Public Comment, Planning Board, Jan 12, 2022, 8:11:24 pm (video)
Joshua MeerW|tz 7 Chesley Dr, Durham NH Prof Joshua Meyr0W|tz@qmall cCom s
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Dec 16, 2020 Plaza Slte Walk CDA’s Fantasy Image of Post-Construction
unmarked hillside View from Chesley Dr, Nov 18, 2020


https://durham.vod.castus.tv/vod/?video=6599367e-a5b7-4a59-9f49-b1e4374c2fdb
mailto:Prof.Joshua.Meyrowitz@gmail.com

The only Planning Board site walk for a recent
Mill Plaza plan — on Dec 16, 2020 — was the least thorough

> PB Nov 2016 site walk included wider vistas & observations:
It lasted 1 hour, 42 mins

» ConCom Nov 2020 site walk studied surrounding context;
It lasted two hours

» The PB Dec 2020 site walk was unreasonably limited —
and it lasted only 1 hour, 7 mins*

» A new, thorough site walk on latest plan is needed

*Current PB Members not even at that limited Dec 2020 site walk: Nick Germain, Chuck Hotchkiss, Ellie Lonske, Bill McGowan



The Planning Board’s Nov 2016 Mill Plaza Site Walk
(during Preliminary Design Review)
Included surrounding context views and observations
and lasted 1 hour & 42 mins

“16. Specific vistas from the center of Chesley Drive and
from the vicinity of 15 and 17 Faculty Drive were noted.”

—Site Walk Minutes, 11-14-16, 1:05-2:47 pm, p. 2

Naturally, the public expected at least the same for the Dec 2020 site
during Formal Application Review of a significantly modified plan.


https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/21851/site_walk_minutes.pdf

The Conservation Commission’s Nov 2020 Mill Plaza Site Walk
explored wide-ranging context (for two hours)

“The group proceeded to Brookside Commons, an adjacent private condominium property on
the other side of College Brook....”

“Further down the brook, Wil Wollheim from the UNH Department of Natural Resources, was
invited to give an update of his work [on College Brook]....”

“At this point in the walk, an adjacent [Church Hill] hillside property currently proposed for a
parking lot was discussed....”

“The group then proceeded with permission to a number of homeowner properties on Chesley
Drive to look at problem areas due to flooding from the brook....”

“The site walk continued south over the footbridge to Nancy Lambert's property along the
brook and up into her [17 Faculty Road] backyard. It was recommended that homeowners
with properties facing the plaza ask the Planning Board to include their yards in a site
walk.”

—DCC Site Walk Minutes, Nov 20, 2020, 9 am to 1lam



https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/conservation_commission/page/59271/112020_site_walk.pdf

On Dec 1, 2020, two residents with Site-Walk experience
wrote guidance letters to the Planning Board

Residents expected the PB Site Walk to be even more rigorous than the ConCom Site Walk

“...no Board
member
should
deliberate, let
alone vote, on
this application
if he or she is
not familiar
with all the
elements at
stake.

—R Mower 12-1-20

December 1, 204

Dot Robin Mower
Dourbsam, NH 03824
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Ta The Planning Board

From: Dane Chen, 12 Oyster River Road
Date: Decemder 1, 2000

A Ml Plaza Proposal Site Walk

Diane Chen

Thark you for ol your hard work regarding the complex Ml Plass propect. | certanly
APPWMCIEe the TUme such view takes, and | hops that ultimanely what's decioad upon
results N 2 positive benedlt to the Town and protection from a negative one
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prominent cone mankar. This nciuces the comens of Buiiding C that will b where
e woooed hilscde betwean the Plaza ang “Onon” s presently locaned
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¢ There need to be af laast three ladders from the fire Separtmernt or Pubiic Works
heights of Buildng B, C. the retaining wal (and grade change=7) can be

* The haghts of the adders/buidngs should be viewed from adjacent properties
{Brookside Commona, Thasley Drive the Coflegs Brook Footbridge, Faculty Rd
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this large progact wouks be

“l have attended
many site walks in
my real estate
development
career.... these
issues...are critical
for Board
members, the
abutters and the
residents to
envision what the
scope of this large
project would be.”

—D Chen 12-1-20 #2



https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/54487/robin_mower_12-1-20.pdf
https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/54487/diane_chen_to_planning_board_12-1-20.pdf

Plaza Site-Walk Checklist

Generated from R Mower 12-1-20 & D Chen 12-1-20 #2 (both with experience with site walks)

Precise boundaries of the Mill Plaza site identified to reveal proposed buffers
Delineation of wetland buffer/setback across entire site & inspection of Brook bank

______Each corner of proposed Buildings B and C marked with prominent cone marker
______Markers on vegetated hillside to show proposed blasting-away boundaries
______Boundaries of all proposed retaining wall(s) marked with cones or other markers
______Boundaries of paving for roads & parking spots clearly marked
______Markings for area of “new underground utilities & infrastructure”
______Marking of perimeter of proposed stormwater management system
______Fire-engine ladder(s) or balloons to illustrate building heights
______Ladders or balloons to illustrate retaining wall heights

Building/structure heights viewed from adjacent properties:
Brookside Commons; Brook Footbridge; Chesley Dr; Faculty Rd; Main St


https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/54487/robin_mower_12-1-20.pdf
https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/54487/diane_chen_to_planning_board_12-1-20.pdf

Actual Dec 16, 2020 PB Site-Walk

Precise boundaries of the Mill Plaza site identified to reveal proposed buffers
Delineation of wetland buffer/setback across entire site & inspection of Brook bank
Each corner of proposed Buildings B and C marked with prominent cone marker
Markers on vegetated hillside to show proposed blasting-away boundaries
Boundaries of all proposed retaining wall(s) marked with cones or other markers
Boundaries of paving for roads & parking spots clearly marked

Markings for area of “new underground utilities & infrastructure”

Marking of perimeter of proposed stormwater management system

ES Fire-engine ladder-to illustrate building heights

Ladders or balloons to illustrate retaining wall heights
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Building/structure heights viewed from adjacent properties:
NO Brookside Commons; NO* Brook Footbridge; NO* Chesley Dr; NO Faculty Rd; NO Main St

* Only Contract Planner Taintor walked onto the Footbridge & onto Chesley Dr and took pictures



Astoundingly, PB Dec 2020 Site Walk did
NOT include views from abutting Brookside
Commons (the most dlrectly |mpacted abutter)

_Site Walk Mlns 12-16-20

e ———

Brooksidg}‘_'COmmoins, Bldg 2

*Oct 8, 2021 Site Plans: Building B now proposed to be 25 ft closer to Brookside Commons



https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/54468/site_walk_notes_12-16-20.pdf
https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/54468/20211008_mill_plaza.pdf

Brookside Commons Oct 2021 Foliage Vista...
would be blotted out by massive Bldgs B&C=>»
(plus: almost all the trees are to be removed)
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R SOUTH ELEVATION

BUILDING C



Despite high relevance of threatened 1.1-acre hillside removal to effectiveness of
planned stormwater system & health of College Brook greenway & watershed, &
sound/light buffering, CDA Engineer Persechino (with no challenge from PB):

 Declined to mark the boundaries of targeted hillside area at the Nov 20, 2020 ConCom & Dec 16,
2020 PB Site Walk, or even mark the boundary line between the Plaza and the “Orion” Main St housing;

« Misled those at ConCom & PB Site Walks about CDA’s prior ELEVEN MONTHS of stonewalling in
response to multiple written & oral resident questions about square & cubic footage of targeted hillside;

» Denied that Contract Planner Rick Taintor had only a few days before the Nov 20 Site Walk finally
been able to acquire accurate info from Mr. Persechino about 1-acre+ scale of targeted hillside.*

 Never corrected Board members or citizens when errors were made in his presence favorable to CDA
(e.g., incorrectly SMALL square footage, 17,415sf, for threatened hillside).

*An astonishing 47,610sf, more than an acre, almost 3x more than smaller sf residents had incorrectly drawn from
3'd party stormwater review for increase in impervious area. See Nov 18 2020 Taintor PB/ConCom memo.

background image is the targeted 1.1-acre hillside


https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/54468/horsley_witten_group_1st_peer_review_mill_plaza_5-4-20.pdf
https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/conservation_commission/page/59271/planners_memo_11-18-20.pdf

Faculty Road vistas were not included in the Dec 2020 site walk
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https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/54468/site_walk_notes_12-16-20.pdf

Chesley Drive vistas were not mcluded In the Dec 2020 PB Site Walk

Despite its distance & low
profile (171t tall), existing
single-story Bldg 2 is very
prominent from Chesley
Dr & the College Brook
footbridge.




Fire Dept. ladder shows

Chesley Dr sights

On Dec 16, 2020
PB site-walk day

For anyone who
would have
walked over to
look...

—which did not
Include members
of the Durham
Planning Board.




Chesley Drive
Realities vs. Fantasies

CDA “erases” massive proposed I
51 ft tall structure into
Disneyfied “magic forest” post-
construction fantasy image.

Why hasn’t the
Planning Board
demanded accurate

Info & illustrations
from CDA?


https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/54468/applicant_presentation_11-18-20.pdf

Proposed Building C with 13-Foot Retaining Wall

would be 3 times height of current Building Two* & 150ft closer to Chesley Dr
Tiz

Heights & Distances from CDA-provided image

\'..

P ol

13’ retaining wall + 38’ three stories = 51 Feet (or 3 tlmes height of current 17.3’ tall Building Two)



This Bldg C image may explain why CDA has not yet shown actual relative heights of person/we
a 5’10” person standing w/13’ ladder againsttowering wall is almost in
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In thlsﬂ%RATE scale, the proposed wall looks mtlmldatlngly and unpleasantly masswel
“And a so- caﬂedq‘ﬁﬂ-ngwl ding” is revealed to be‘as imposing as a 4-story gr taller structure.

o 5 ['ﬁ ,/< i

See “CDA’s Magical Projections,” oshua Mer0W|tz 11-12-20



https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/54487/joshua_meyrowitz_11-12-20.pdf

A thorough site Walk would examine damage to the College Brook bank
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g g’?;&"f;}} low man " 5_.:;. u  SnO\ ver e CDA’s promises to
/n- ne riparian corric the trees  (epair some of its own
damage (broken curbing
from plowing, trash in
Brook, damage to trees)
should not earn CDA
approval of a still non-
compliant site plan.



https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/conservation_commission/page/59271/mill_plaza_redevelopment_and_relationship_to_college_brook_v3.pdf

A thorough site walk would examine CDA damage to College Brook bank & vegetation

175-73. Prohibited Uses in the SPO District.... g. the dumping of snow or ice removed from roads or
parking lots, i “

Dec 19, 2021 Storm Plowing (00:21)

Town staff forwarded to NHDES.
]

Dec 26, 2022 Storm Plowing

Prior mour,]ds pushed further into

A J

Plowing snow directly into College Brook bank, during first two small snowstorms -of season

“There are some piles of snow that remain at the top of the slope at the edge of parking lot, that snow was
not in any State violation as seen during site inspection on 01-14-2022.”


https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/54468/nhdes_site_inspection_report_and_todd_selig_email_exchange.pdf
https://youtu.be/JuGt0DQdwXs
https://youtu.be/ppI93enZdQE
https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/boc_planning/zoning-ordinance-pertains-mill-plaza-project
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175-73. Prohibited Uses in the SPO District....
g. the dumping of snow or ice removed from roads
or parking lots, Zoning Ordinance that Pertains to
the Mill Plaza Project, p. 114

T

R A gm(rh?ifé.é%@; n plowed along/into College Brook bank
; ’.3'.," “% - Qe
”‘.’2‘.‘_ :5?** *ﬁ“ﬂ


https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/boc_planning/zoning-ordinance-pertains-mill-plaza-project
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https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/54468/20200616_tree_plantings.pdf

A fuII site walk could look more closely
at this hot-button issue.

Very popular footpath from Plaza to
Main St & Post Office to be taken out
repIaced with SWItChbaCk stalrcase

- e

Aug 25, 2021: Planning
Board Chair scoffed at idea
that ADA-compliant ramp
was possible in this location
& argued in favor of CDA's
plan to put in a switchback
staircase (9:45p)

Then a local architect who
worked on the 2008 Mill
Plaza Study Committee
submitted ADA design:
|Isaak Design—ADA

Compliant Pathway 10-21-

21. But, on Oct 27, 2021,

the PB Chair did not
challenge CDA's refusal to
consider it.


https://durham.vod.castus.tv/vod/?video=72ef40ca-71e5-467f-a3cb-b8ab285adaaf
https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/planning/mill-plaza-study-2008
https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/54468/letter_from_isaak_design_regarding_ada_compliant_pathway.pdf
https://durham.vod.castus.tv/vod/?video=8a822c6b-ef4d-40cd-9ba9-354111cec844
https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/54468/20211008_mill_plaza.pdf
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Durham Mill Plaza

Site Plan But CDA Promised an ADA-Compliant Ramp in December 2016 Plan!

8. Romdmd('.‘i floors above)

8. Cammul(m‘lhad) ground level »
10. Residertial (2 %. Roors sbove) sbove &
commescal
1. Bank

12 Ground level commercial (outiined)

13. Residential (3 % floars) above )
commercial and parking at ground Rlooe

.— -

14. Green tesrace above commercial
Py 15. Paving relocated Surther from brook

Building C 16, Excaviod hilkide

17. Landacape buffer along propenty line

18. Exterrsal walk

| - 19. Parking reserve
20 Two exit lanes
e { 21. Potential small shop o calé

‘CommorciaVRetail 80,000 5. ft -.

Residontial: 330 beds/
174,000 5. ft.

Man ot 208 spaces
Secondary lot 36 spaces
Other Surface Parking 71 spaces
36 spaces

351 spaces

385 spaces
386 SPACES b

; The, ,,,,, 16 p@n S iy promlses that the cen o) t&},f
i ,". ',l;n S!reejt “woul be trapnsformed-into a combination stairway

pﬁed-accessmle ramp that would allow thls path to

Harriman

Prepared for Colonial Durham, Associates, LP December 2016



https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/21851/updated_memo_12-5-16.pdf

As confirmed in
the Nov 2016 Site-
Walk minutes:

“11. The path to
Main Street
would be
extended
westerly and
utilize a
switchback
format to meet
standards for
wheelchairs.”

Site-Walk Minutes
Mill Plaza

Nov 14, 2016

1:00 p.m.

1. Retall
2. Park and plaza
3. Bicentennial Park
4. Hannaford

2 5. Rite Aid
6 o § g

. Pathway connection to Main Stree

8, HeSiuc -1 v ALOVE
commercial

9. Commercial (outlined), ground level

10. Residential (2 "z. floors above) above
commercial

11. Bank

12. Ground level commercial (outlined)

13. Residential (3 'z floors) above
commercial and parking at ground floor

14. Green terrace above commercial

15. Paving relocated further from brook

g ge 16. Excavated hillside

BUlldlng B 17. Landscape buffer along property line

b 18. External walk

* 19. Parking reserve

n 20. Two exit lanes
: I

21. Potential small shop or café



https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/21851/site_walk_minutes.pdf

Contrary to what was said by Board Members at the Oct 27 PB Meeting at about 9:30pm (video), the
Isaak design is indeed for an ADA-compliant ramp, it has only one switchback, and it looks more
sophisticated than the 2016 CDA ADA-compliant design. Also, it would be an extraordinary benefit
to all the adjacent properties, making whatever cooperation was needed very likely to be attained.

ﬁ\, Isaak DeSid\p—ADA Compliant Pathway 10-21-21

\ X °) w};’“’“&gﬁ ?3'~3" \ TW:52.60 ' /
\~ : {.15 .
Wl g — | o m:
00 L He—<43.50
65 4750 1\ s> TC:#2.85 L 7C:43.5
TW:46,00. | —PC:ifi2.35 . BC:43.0
BW:41.35 42, \_ TC:43.10 . |
.00% —
B 6’} — TC:42.00 13 LF 12"
ny! pm—— 142, .
i pe=—F BC:41.50 = L —
& PCIB 1i ||41 ” 111 LF 12"
= > y & 1.19
TC:41. _

'BC40.90 Ve 41-Bd a> £ ")


https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/54468/letter_from_isaak_design_regarding_ada_compliant_pathway.pdf
https://durham.vod.castus.tv/vod/?video=8a822c6b-ef4d-40cd-9ba9-354111cec844

More thorough Nov 2016 site walk
yielded better neighborhood insights

“16. Specific vistas from the center of Chesley Drive and from the vicinity of 15
and 17 Faculty Drive were noted.” Site Walk Minutes, 11-14-16, p. 2, which led to
Dec 14, 2016 comments:

PB Member Rasmussen on Dec 14, 2016 (minutes) (video)

“Mr. Rasmussen....said at the [Nov 14, 2016] site walk, he walked to the end of Chesley Drive and
looked at the view scape of Mill Plaza from there, including the skyline. He said there was very
little vegetative buffer between that neighborhood and the Plaza, so the people living there
really did feel like the Plaza was in their backyard.*

He also said looking at the Plaza from the Faculty neighborhood, what was proposed would
match the Orion ridge lines, but would also be 40% closer to the neighborhood so would be
impactful.” (pp. 11-12)

*Note that this comment by Mr. Rasmussen is about the existing vegetative buffer between Chesley Dr and the
Plaza; it is not specific to the particular site plan being considered at this or other times.



https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/21851/site_walk_minutes.pdf
https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/meeting/42601/121416.pdf
https://durham.vod.castus.tv/vod/?video=033eaa44-622f-40c3-8536-fb1ac9ed05f1&nav=playlists%2Fplaylists%2FPlanning%20Board%20-%20Archives%202012%20-%202017.m3u8
https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/21851/updated_plans_12-5-16.pdf

PB Member Rasmussen

“Mr. Rasmussen.... said
there was very little
vegetative buffer
between that
neighborhood and the
Plaza,* so the people
living there really did
feel like the Plaza was
In their backyard.”

—Dec 14, 2016 (mins) (video)
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*Again, this comment is about the limited ~ 'Demand acc te mformatlon & |IIustrat|ons from CDA
vegetative buffer between Chesley Dr & Plaza, e
and is not specific to any particular site plan.



https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/meeting/42601/121416.pdf
https://durham.vod.castus.tv/vod/?video=033eaa44-622f-40c3-8536-fb1ac9ed05f1&nav=playlists%2Fplaylists%2FPlanning%20Board%20-%20Archives%202012%20-%202017.m3u8

Again, more thorough Nov 2016 site walk
yielded better neighborhood insights

“16. Specific vistas from the center of Chesley Drive and from the vicinity of 15
and 17 Faculty Drive were noted.” Site Walk Minutes, 11-14-16, p. 2, which led to
Dec 14, 2016 PB Hearing comments:

Council Rep Lawson on “Neighborhood” vs. “Abutters”

“Councilor Lawson said he was convinced that Mill Plaza could be redeveloped in a way that
could be approved by the Planning Board and that could be supported by the neighborhood.
He considered whether from a Zoning perspective, Chesley Drive, Brookside Commons and
the Faculty development were abutters or the neighborhood. He said he thought they
clearly met the criterion of a neighborhood, which meant that there were significantly
more criteria that an application would have to meet, concerning how a development
would impact the neighborhood.

He said this was going to be very challenging with the current design, and he spoke further
on this. He said even if variances were granted, the Planning Board would still have to look
at the Conditional use criteria.” —Dec 14, 2016 (mins, p. 12; emphasis added) (video)


https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/21851/site_walk_minutes.pdf
https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/meeting/42601/121416.pdf
https://durham.vod.castus.tv/vod/?video=033eaa44-622f-40c3-8536-fb1ac9ed05f1&nav=playlists%2Fplaylists%2FPlanning%20Board%20-%20Archives%202012%20-%202017.m3u8

“[Jim Lawson] said even if variances were granted, the Planning Board would still have to
look at the Conditional use criteria.” —Dec 14, 2016

The Plaza has long been a BUFFER from sights & sourftls of late-night
activity on campus, Main St, & beyondi| Fri 10/2/2044:28p] “This shall

Include, but not
be limited to*
traffic, noise,
odors, vibrations,
dust, fumes, hours
of operation, and
exterior lighting

“External impacts: The external impacts of the proposed use on :
abutting properties and the neighborhood shall be no greater than the and g_lare-
Impacts of adjacent existing uses or other uses permitted in the zone.” Conditional Use

*Re: “shall...not be limited to” see Conditional Use Review — Durham Town Attorney Guidance



https://www.dropbox.com/s/lqc16r1z9epnibe/CORE%20CU%20Zoning%20011421%20-%20Zoning%20ARTICLE%20VII.pdf?dl=0
https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/54487/joshua_meyrowitz_1-3-22.pdf

“Mixed-use” Plaza projects “shall not be incompatible with the established
character of the neighborhood...[in] scale, height,..massing.” (CU Zoning)

“This Board must take into account the vastly different scale of this proposed redevelopment and its undeniable
24/7 impact on the Faculty Neighborhood. Nowhere in the Town of Durham does such a large student housing
complex immediately border single-family residences.... Nowhere in Durham are single family homes
immediately adjacent to three- and four-story dormitories.” — Ward Family, 15 Faculty Rd, 6-24-20

Adjacent Family Home=

one-of largestin neighborhood)

Base images from “Aug 26 2020 Presentation” 5”‘ grade m|ddle schooler & 5°10” male agamst 13- ft tall retaining waII
| are almostinvisible



https://www.dropbox.com/s/lqc16r1z9epnibe/CORE%20CU%20Zoning%20011421%20-%20Zoning%20ARTICLE%20VII.pdf?dl=0
https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/54487/ward_family_letter_to_planning_board_re_cda.pdf
https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/54468/2020-08-26_presentation_final_compressed.pdf

The more thorough Nov 2016 site walk made the PB aware of how “impactful” much
closer tall buildings would be for those in the Neighborhood

Garden Lane, looking toward
Faculty Road — and the Plaza
& “Orion” housing beyond,
Dec 12, 2021
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“[Rasmussen] also said looking at the Plaza from the
Faculty Neighborhood, what was proposed would match
the Orion ridge lines, but would also be 40% closer to
the neighborhood so would be impactful.” —Dec 14,

2016 (mins, p. 11-12) (video)


https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/meeting/42601/121416.pdf
https://durham.vod.castus.tv/vod/?video=033eaa44-622f-40c3-8536-fb1ac9ed05f1&nav=playlists%2Fplaylists%2FPlanning%20Board%20-%20Archives%202012%20-%202017.m3u8
https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/54468/site_walk_notes_12-16-20.pdf

“[Rasmussen] also said looking at the Plaza from the Faculty Neighborhood, what was proposed would match the
Orion ridge lines, but would also be 40% closer to the neighborhood so would be impactful.” —Dec 14, 2016
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In 2021 plans, Bldg C is much closer
to Faculty-Rd than it was in 2016 plan!
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https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/21851/updated_plans_12-5-16.pdf
https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/54468/2_20211201_mill-plaza_site-plans.pdf

The Dec 2020 PB Site Walk lasted only 67 mins
vS. 102 mins for PB 2016 & 120 mins for ConCom Nov 2020

A thorough site walk for the current Mill Plaza Site Plan would look at:

A fully marked Mill Plaza site, per checklist drawn from R. Mower & D. Chen

The state of College Brook and the wetland buffer for understanding CDA maintenance record
A close comparison of the landscape plans with what’s on the ground

The possible site for an ADA-compliant footpath to Main St

Heights & boundaries of proposed Plaza structures as seen from Brookside Commons
Where & how there might be a pedestrian connection between Plaza & Church Hill parking
Heights & boundaries of proposed Plaza structures as seen from College Brook Footbridge
Erosion, silting, & other flood damage in downstream Chesley Dr & Faculty Rd backyards
Heights & boundaries of proposed Plaza structures as seen from Chesley Drive

Proposed Plaza structures as seen from abutting Faculty Rd & Faculty Rd backyards
Potential neighborhood impacts (movement, noise, light/glare, odor/fumes, hrs of activity, etc.)



Please try again: Plaza Site-Walk Checklist

Adapted from: R Mower 12-1-20 & D Chen 12-1-20 #2 (both with experience with site walks):

Precise boundaries of the Mill Plaza site identified to reveal proposed buffers

Delineation of wetland buffer/setback across entire site & inspection of Brook bank

Each corner of proposed Buildings B and C marked with prominent cone marker

Markers on vegetated hillside to show proposed blasting-away boundaries

Boundaries of all proposed retaining wall(s) marked with cones or other markers

Boundaries of paving for roads & parking spots clearly marked
______Markings for area of “new underground utilities & infrastructure”
______Marking of perimeter of proposed stormwater management system
______Fire-engine ladder(s) or balloons to illustrate building heights
Ladders or balloons to illustrate retaining wall heights

Building/structure heights viewed from adjacent properties:
Brookside Commons; Brook Footbridge; Chesley Dr; Faculty Rd; Main St

All voting Board members should attend


https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/54487/robin_mower_12-1-20.pdf
https://www.ci.durham.nh.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning_board/page/54487/diane_chen_to_planning_board_12-1-20.pdf

Limited-Sight Site Walk 2020

+ Acceptlng “Fantasy Images” VS. “IIIustratlons”

| tasy Image of Post Constructlon
om Chesley Dr, 11-18-20

‘ -~ -

Please schedule a full-spectrum Site Walk on latest
plan & demand realistic illustrations from CDA

Joshua Meyrowitz, 7 Chesley Dr, Durham, NH Prof.Joshua.Meyrowitz@gmail.com [s]



mailto:Prof.Joshua.Meyrowitz@gmail.com

